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To  His  Excellency 

The  President  op  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Sir : 

We  have  the  honor  to  address  jou  on  a  subject 
concerning  not  only  the  property  rights  of  the 
undersigned  citizens  of  this  country,  but  one  in- 
volving a  contemplated  unlawful  destruction  of  a 
most  important  portion  of  the  entire  commerce  of 
the  United  States. 

The  undersigned  are  all  citizens  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  operating  their  various  busi- 
nesses in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  this  country. 
The  capital  invested  therein  represents  very  large 
sums,  solely  the  property  of  citizens  of  this 
country. 

We  are  engaged  in  the  business  of  importing 
non-contraband  merchandise  from  Europe,  partic- 
ularly from  Germany  and  Austria.  Our  trade 
has  been  well-nigh  destroyed  because  of  our  in- 
ability to  procure  goods  purchased  by  us  in  Ger- 
many and  Austria. 

Great  Britain  has  declared  its  present  maritime 
policy  to  include  "the  stopping  of  cargoes  destined 
for  or  coming  from  the  enemy's  territory."  (Note 
of  Sir  Edward  Gray,  March  15,  1915.) 

Notwithstanding  that  this  declaration  of  the 
British  Government  does  not  follow  from  any  de- 
clared and  maintained  blockade  of  German  terri- 
tory, we  have  lieen  unable  to  induce  any  steamship 
companies  to  carry  our  goods,  American  property, 
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citlier  IroiJi  iiiiljlockadcd  German  ports  or  from 
neutral  jjorts  to  which  the  goods  have  been  ship- 
ped by  means  of  internal  laud  communicatiou. 
The  mere  fact  that  Great  Britain  does  not  threaten 
confiscation  of  our  goods  if  they  are  shipped  does 
not  concern  us,  because,  first,  we  cannot  get  them 
shipped  and  secondly,  because  we  are  interested  in 
the  much  greater  question  of  lawfully  obtaining 
an  uninterrupted  supply  of  our  American  owned 
merchandise,  whether  the  same  has  been  paid  for, 
fontracted  for,  or  may  be  contracted  for  in  the 
future. 

We  are  not  compensated  by  a  payment  for  a 
particular  cargo  after  legal  proceedings  in  the 
British  Courts,  for  we  are  concerned  in  maintain- 
ing the  long  established  trade  of  this  country  and 
preventing  a  sacrifice  of  American  capital  invested 
in  our  commerce. 

During  1914  and  the  early  part  of  this  year,  we 
placed  large  contracts  for  merchandise  to  be  manu- 
factured by  German  and  Austrian  concerns.  We 
have  obligated  ourselves  to  take  this  merchandise, 
and  now  that  a  considerable  portion  of  such 
merchandise  is  finished  and  ready  for  shipment, 
the  manufacturers  are  demanding  payment  for  the 
same.  We  are  in  the  quandary  of  having  to  pay 
for  our  merchandise  and  at  the  same  time  being 
unable  to  get  our  merchandise.  In  addition,  we 
have  sold  much  of  this  merchandise  to  American 
business  houses,  to  whom  we  are  now  responsible 
for  the  delivery  of  such  goods. 

The  concession  of  the  British  Government  that 
we  may  receive  such  goods  as  have  been  paid  for 
prior  to  March  1st  is  of  no  avail  to  us.  The  under- 
signed are  responsible  American  houses  enjoying  a 
good  credit,  who  in  general  do  not  have  to  pay  for 
their  merchandise  before  it  is  delivered. 
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The  British  concession  puts  a  premium  upon  the 
ii'i'esponsible  man  of  business  who  does  not  enjoy 
credit  and  penalizes  those  responsible  houses  who 
do  business  in  accordance  with  custom  and  credit. 

But  coupled  with  this  requirement,  that  such 
merchandise  must  have  been  paid  for  prior  to 
March  1st,  Great  Britain  insisted  that  shipment 
must  have  been  effected  prior  to  June  15th.  This, 
because  of  obvious  reasons,  proved  of  little  avail. 
First,  because  in  a  great  number  of  instances,  we 
have  not  made  payment  prior  to  March  1st,  and 
secondly,  because  a  great  bulk  of  our  orders  was 
not  ready  for  shipment  by  June  15th. 

The  British  order  either  was  some  anomalous 
doctrine  of  international  law  which  cannot  affect 
the  rights  of  citizens  of  a  great  neutral  power,  or 
it  rests  squarely  upon  the  doctrine  of  blockade, 
the  fundamental  principles  of  which  have  long 
been  established. 

But  this  dilemma  does  not  really  exist,  because 
Great  Britain  has  stated  that  she  intends  to 
blockade  Germany. 

"The  British  fleet  has  instituted  a  blockade, 
effectively  controlling  by  cruiser  cordon  all 
passage  to  and  from  Germany  by  sea." 

(Note  of  Sir  Edward   Gray,  March  15, 

1915.) 

We  appreciate  the  efforts  of  the  foreign  trade 
advisors  in  attempting  to  effect  a  settlement  with 
the  British  Embassy  at  Washington,  but  we  are 
informed  that  the  great  question  in  which  we  are 
concerned  cannot  thus  be  adjusted,  because  the 
Briti.sh  Embassy  has  stated  it  is  without  the 
lequisite  power. 

We  appreciate  the  great  efforts  of  the  State  De- 
liartment  with  Great  Britain  and  we  thoroughly 
subscribe  to  the  doctrines  of  international  law 


4 


and  the  aunouuced  policy  of  this  country,  as  laid 

down  in  the   note  of  the  Secretary  of  State  of 

March  30,  1915. 
But  Great  Britain  has  studiously  avoided  an 

swering  this  note  and  nearly  three  months  of  valu- 
able time,  in  which  it  was  necessary  for  us  to 
prepare  for  our  coming  business,  have  passed. 

With  all  deference  to  Your  Excellency,  who  we 
know  has  at  heart  the  protection  of  American 
commerce,  we  respectfully  call  attention  to  the 
urgency  of  the  situation  and  the  pressing  necessity 
of  our  knowing  very  soon  whether  we  will  be  able 
to  conduct  our  lawful  business  under  the  protec- 
tion of  Avell-established  principles  of  law  upon 
which  we  have  already  relied,  and  which  have 
been  so  ably  and  aptly  pointed  out  by  the  State 
Department  in  its  diplomatic  correspondence  with 
Great  Britain. 

Without  wishing  to  burden  you  with  any  un- 
necessary statement,  may  we  state  our  under- 
standing of  the  principles  of  international  law 
involved  in  this  matter: 

1.  A  blockade  to  be  valid  must  be  declared, 
maintained  and  made  effective.  Great  Britain 
has  declared  its  blockade  and  has  included  in  its 
declaration  the  entire  German  Empire.  Irrespec- 
tive of  whether  in  these  times  a  nation  may  main- 
tain a  "long  distance"  blockade,  it  surely  must 
maintain  an  effective  blockade  of  the  enemy's 
ports  as  against  all  other  nations. 

None  of  the  allies  has  even  attempted  a  block- 
ade of  the  German  Baltic  ports  as  against  the 
Scandinavian  neutral  countries.  It  is  notorious 
that  shipments  are  uninterruptedly  flowing  from 
Sweden  to  German  Baltic  ports. 

We  maintain  that  since  a  Swedish  merchant  can 
ship  to  a  German  port,  we  also,  as  citizens  of  this 


country,  have  the  same  right,  and  that  these 
facts  convincingly  prove  that  there  is  no  eti'ective 
hlotkade  of  nearly  the  entire  German  coast. 

2.  A  blockade  is  a  marine  measure  and  is  not 
violated  by  sending  goods  to  the  blockaded  port 
or  by  bringing  tliem  over  from  such  port  througli 
interior  communication. 

The  doctrine  of  blockade  is  a  violation  of  rights 
claimed  by  neutrals  and  is  the  exception  grudging- 
ly yielded  in  the  past  by  neutrals  to  belligerents. 
It  is  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  neutrals.  It 
must  be  strictly  construed  and  its  purview 
cannot  be  extended.  It  has  always  been  under- 
stood tliat  a  blockade  must  be  of  an  enemy's 
port  as  against  a  neutral  and  cannot  be  of 
the  port  of  one  neutral  as  against  another 
neutral  port. 

This  is  no  novel  problem  of  international  law. 
Great  Britain  her.self  has  recognized  this  limita- 
tion upon  the  doctrine  of  blockade. 

The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Great  Hritain, 
in  the  case  of  The  Stert,  i  Rob.  65,  lield  that  a 
blockade  of  Amsterdam  was  not  violated  by  an 
interior  shipment  from  Holland  to  a  German  port 
by  inland  transportation  and  thence  by  sea  ship- 
ment from  Germany. 

In  the  case  of  The  Ocean,  3  Rob.  297,  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  held  that  a  blockade  of  Amster- 
dam was  not  violated  by  a  .shipment  to  America, 
where  the  actual  shipment  was  made  from  the  un- 
blockaded  port  of  Rotterdam  and  the  carriage 
from  Amsterdam  to  Rotterdam  was  made  by 
interior  transportation. 

If  the  English  High  Court  of  Admiralty  has 
held  that  in  a  blockade  of  Holland,  a  Dutch 
merchant  may  ship  goods  through  the  interior  to 
Germany  and  thence  to  its  destination,  we  can- 
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not  understand  how  Great  Britain  can  now  main- 
tain that,  because  of  a  blockade  of  German  ports 
a  German  merchant  cannot  ship  his  goods  to  Kot- 
terdam  and  thence  to  this  country. 

In  a  broader  sense  and  as  tax  payers  of  the 
United  States,  we  are  likewise  concerned  in  the 
cutting  off  of  a  large  portion  of  the  revenue  of  the 
Federal  Government  through  loss  of  tariff  upon 
our  imports. 

As  loyal  citizens  of  this  country,  we  are  only 
too  prepared  to  face  prospective  higher  taxation 
because  of  the  cutting  off  of  part  of  the  revenue 
of  this  country,  even  if  due  to  outside  interference, 
if  such  be  in  accordance  with  international  law. 

We  likewise  realize  that  because  of  this  un- 
fortunate and  disastrous  war,  we  might  have  to 
contemplate  a  serious  restriction  of  our  business 
and  endure  personal  losses.  This  prospect  is  un- 
fortunate enough  without  having  to  suffer  ad- 
ditional direct  losses  under  the  warrant  of  some 
gratuitous  declaration  of  foreign  policy  in  a  mat- 
ter in  which  we,  as  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
have  no  direct  concern.  If  the  allies  desire  to 
retaliate  upon  Germany  and  Austria,  they  must 
do  so  only  in  such  a  manner  as  does  not  visit  up- 
on innocent  neutrals  an  improper  and  unlawful 
damage. 

May  we  further  respectfully  point  out  to  Your 
Excellency  that  in  our  opinion  there  is  even  a 
greater  issue  involved.  The  last  two  hundred 
years  of  civilization  have  witnessed,  during  the 
various  wars  which  have  occurred,  a  struggle  be- 
tween belligerents  and  neutrals.  The  only  pros- 
pect for  peace  is  an  insistence  upon  our  neutral 
rights  and  a  maintenance  of  those  unquestioned 
guarantees  which  have  been  won  from  the  belliger- 
ent powers  under  the  leadership  of  these  free 
United   States   of  America.    We   are  proud  as 
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cinzcns  of  I  his  counti-y,  that  these  Uuiteil  State.s 
have  evei-  led  in  tlie  struggle  for  these  rights  and 
for  the  safeguards  due  to  neutrals  uot  embroiled 
ill  war,  and  we  respectfully  ask  Your  Excelleiicj 
to  firmly  insist  that  the  illegitimate  pretentions 
of  the  warring  countries  do  not  extend  beyond 
those  exceptions  already  engrafted  upon  the 
principles  of  international  law. 

We  again  respectfully  urge  tlie  need  for  a  very 
early  determination  of  these  issues,  so  that  we 
may  know  whether  we  will  be  able  to  conduct 
our  established  business. 

Again  assuring  you  of  our  loyal  appreciation 
for  all  that  you  and  the  State  Department  have 
done  on  behalf  of  our  citizens  and  commerce, 
we  address  this  plea  to  you  to  assist  us  in  obtain- 
ing a  prompt  solution  of  our  serious  difficulties. 
Very  respectfully  yours, 

Philip  J.  Cunningham, 

Chairman. 

Carl  W.  Stern, 

Vice-Chairman. 

Theodore  Bach, 

Secretary. 
Arthur  C.  Kaufmann, 

Treasurer. 

New  York  City,  June  22nd,  1915. 

Deleg.vtes. 
Lee  Kohns,  of  L.  Strauss  &  Sons. 
Carl  W.  Stern,  of  M.  J.  Corbett  &  Co. 
M.  B.  Schmidt,  of  B.  Illfelder  &  Co. 
Emil  Strobel,  of  Strobel  &  Wilkin  Co. 
Theodore  Bach,  of  Snow's  United  States  Sam- 
ple Exp.  Co. 


William  J.  Wliittemore,  of  American  News  Co. 

George  J.  Hunken,  of  Emil  Majert  Co. 

Dr.  Carl  Amend,  of  Eimer  &  Amend. 

J.  M.  Klae.ss,  of  Dieckerhoff,  Raffloer  &  Co. 

Henry  F.  Samstag,  of  Samstag  &  Hilder  Bros. 

Ainslie  Walter,  of  Butler  Bro.s. 

H.  W.  Brann,  of  Habiclit,  Braun  &  Co. 

E.  Stratmann,  of  The  F.  A.  Koch  Co. 

L.  A.  Repp,  of  Hoyt,  Repp  Company. 

Philip  J.  Cunningham,  of  Dezell  &  Helwig. 

On  behalf  of  400  American  firms  who  nnanini- 
ou.sly  voted  its  adoption,  this  petition  was  pre- 
sented by  the  Committee. 


IMPORTERS'  COMMITTEE 

OF 

HOTEL  BILTMORE  MEETING 

JUNE  22nd,  1915 


OFFICERS 
PHILIP  J.  CUNNINGHAM 

CHAIRMAN  t  .  .  5B  WHITE  STREET 

CARL  W.  STERN 

VICE-CHAIRMAN  -  24  STATE  STREET 

THEODORE  BACH 

SECRETARY  ...         17   BATTERY  PLACE 

ARTHUR  C  KAUFMANN 

TREASURER  .  122  FIFTH  AVENUE 


NEW  YORK,     July  9th  1915. 


Dear  Sirs: 

We  take  pleasure  in  enclosing  copy  of  a  petition  addressed  to  President  Wilson,  and  pres- 
ented by  tine  delegates  to  the  Honorable  Secretary  of  State  on  Saturday,  June  26th,  1915. 

We  believe  that  you,  as  importers  or  dealers  in  imported  wares,  are  interested  in  this 
effort  to  secure  an  uninterrupted  supply  of  foreign  merchandise. 

This  petition  was  favorably  received  and  we  feel  confident  that  with  your  support  our 
endeavors  will  be  productive  of  good  results. 

The  press  throughout  the  country  has  given  us  its  support,  and  in  this  connection  we  invite 
your  attention  to  an  editorial  published  in  the  Journal  of  Commerce  of  July  1st,  1915,  a  reprint  of 
which  is  herewith  enclosed. 

We  ask  you  please  to  read  carefully  the  printed  matter  we  are  sending  you  herewith,  and  if 
you  approve  of  the  petition  we  suggest  that  you  write  this  Committee,  expressing  your  endorse- 
ment of  same,  in  order  that  your  letter  may  with  others  be  collectively  presented  to  the  State  De- 
partment. 

Very  truly  yours, 

THE  COMMITTEE. 


Please  address  all  communications  to  Theodore  Bach,  Secretary,  17  Battery  Place,  City. 


IMPORTERS'  COMMITTEE 


OFFICERS 


OF 


HOTEL  BILTMORE  MEETING 
June  22nd,  1915 


PHILIP  J  CUNNINGHAM 

CHAIRMAN 

CARL  W  STERN 

V I C  e '  C  H  A I F)  M  A  N 

THEODORE  BACH 

SeCRETART 

ARTHUR  C  KAUFMANN 

TREASURER 


56  WHITE  STREET 


24   STATE  StRECT 


17    SATTERV  PLACE 


122    FIFTH  AVENUE 


Editorial  which  appeared  in 
The  Journal  of  Commerce  and  Commercial  Bulletin  of  New  York,  July  1st,  Iftl.*). 

Reprinted  by  "IMPOKTEKS'  COMMITTEE"  (HOTEL  BILTMOItlC  MEETING)  by  permission. 

THE  IMPORTERS'  PLEA. 

The  importers  who  recently  visited  the  State  Department  and  made  their  plea  for  action  designed  to  relieve  the 
present  situation  in  trade  with  Germany  have  presented  a  strong  case.  Their  reasoning  as  set  forth  in  the  brief  they 
have  filed  is  cogent  and  clear,  as  well  as  in  harmony  with  well  established  doctrines  of  international  law.  Undoubt- 
edly severe  hardship  is  being  visited  by  the  present  state  of  things  upon  many  merchants  who  are  in  no  respect  to 
blame,  and  whose  known  rights  are  nevertheless  suffering.  Some  of  them  had  made  contracts  with  German  and  Aus- 
trian firms  before  the  present  war  began,  and  others  whose  purchases  are  of  a  later  date  merely  wish  to  import  non- 
contraband  goods  whose  movement  should  not  be  interfered  with  except  in  case  of  a  genuine  blocl<ade  of  specified 
ports. 

Precisely  what  real  and  immediate  remedy  for  the  present  situation  can  be  applied  through  ordinary  channels  is 
not  clear.  The  issue  is  one  that  involves  large  questions  of  international  law  as  well  as  matters  of  fact  about 
which  lengthy  controversy  may  be  carried  on.  We  may  feel  confident  of  our  rights  in  the  matter,  and  they  may  even 
be  regarded  as  unimpeachable  by  experts,  yet  there  are  open  issues  of  detail  that  probably  cannot  be  closed  immedi- 
ately. It  is  also,  no  doubt,  true  that  Americans  whose  rights  are  invaded  by  the  present  British  policy  will  have 
their  remedy  through  applications  for  damage  allowances  ultimately  to  be  determined  by  some  international  tri- 
bunal. Such  a  remedy,  of  course,  would  be  exceedingly  slow  and  expensive,  and  meantime  this  country  needs  the 
goods,  while  the  merchants  are  being  put  to  extreme  inconvenience  and  loss.  Quick  relief  of  some  kind,  rather 
than  long-deferred  negotiations  and  remedies,  is  what  is  culled  for.  The  importers  are  right  in  emphasizing  the  im- 
portance of  the  time  element,  and  in  noting  that  valuable  weeks  involving  large  possibilities  of  loss  have  already 
slipped  by. 

The  situation  really  involves  a  business  problem  and  will  be  best  dealt  with  on  that  basis.  Great  Britain  and  her 
allies  are  largely  dependent  upon  the  United  States  for  many  classes  of  supplies.  Indeed,  this  dependence  is  daily 
increasing.  Most  experts  agree  that  the  military  status  of  Germany's  opponents  would  be  imperilled  were  this  coun- 
try not  open  to  them  as  a  source  of  food,  manufactures  and  munitions.  To  maintain  our  right  to  furnish  such  sup- 
plies we  have  already  taken  strong  ground  and  in  so  doing  have  incidentally  upheld  the  Allied  arms.  That  such  was 
not  our  primary  purpose,  and  that  we  have  sought  only  to  vindicate  our  rights  as  a  neutral  trading  nation  is  obvious, 
but  the  gieat  incidental  advantage  to  those  who  are  getting  the  benefit  of  the  goods  is  equally  clear.  This  fact 
should  be  recognized  by  Great  Britain,  and  there  should  be  no  further  interference  with  the  non-conti-aband  importa- 
tions which  constitute  the  consignments  whose  treatment  is  now  at  issue.  The  case  is  wholly  different,  commercially  speak- 
ing, from  the  situation  respecting  shipments  to  Germany.  Botli  imports  from  and  exports  to  that  country,  when  no  contra- 
band is  involved,  should  enjoy  the  same  immunities  under  international  law,  but  the  withholding  of  our  rights  as  to  im- 
portations is  a  much  greater  practical  hardship  under  present  conditions  than  the  interference  with  our  export  privileges. 
Great  Britain  and  her  allies  cannot,  simply  as  a  matter  of  policy,  afford  to  inflict  upon  American  Importers  and  consum- 
ers the  suffering  resulting  from  the  present  policy  for  the  i-ake  of  a  very  minor  advantage  they  would  gain  from  the 
maintenance  of  existing  restrictions. 

This  doubtless  is  not  a  view  that  the  State  Department  can  officially  adopt  in  its  communications  with  Great 
Britain.  It  must  stand  equally  and  firmly  for  all  American  rights,  without  yielding  as  to  any.  The  British  au- 
thorities, however,  will  do  well  to  consider  carefully  the  importers'  argument  and  to  relax  the  present  restrictions 
as  a  matter  of  business  wisdom  without  any  reference  to  the  abstract  questions  at  stake.  It  has  been  hastily  sug- 
gested in  some  quarters  that  we  threaten  a  general  embargo  upon  all  shipments  to  Great  Britain  in  the  event  our 
rights  continue  to  be  interfered  with.  It  needs  hardly  to  be  said  that  no  such  drastic  proposal  is  now  under  seri- 
ous consideration  in  any  responsible  quarter  so  far  as  known.  To  threaten  it  when  not  ready  to  appply  it  would  be 
foolish  and  ineffectual,  and  to  apply  it  would  involve  enormous  losses  to  almost  all  classes  of  American  citizens. 
Great  Britain,  however,  may  well  consider  the  possibility  of  some  severe  retaliatory  measures  on  the  part  of  this 
country  should  she  continue  her  trade  policy  too  far.  She  cannot  at  present  afford  either  a  commercial  break  with 
the  United  States  or  even  the  development  of  unnecessary  friction.  It  would  be  an  act  of  wise  statesmanship  should 
she  abandon  or  materially  modify  the  obnoxious  trade  regulations  without  waiting  for  the  slow  machinery  of  diplo- 
matic negotiation  to  accomplish  its  work. 


